Advances in the capacity to manage overseas operations have been linked to foreignowned subsidiaries of multinational enterprises performing more varied roles for their parent organisations than they did in the past. Drawing on evidence from an original largescale survey, this study explores the international roles performed by 429 foreign-owned subsidiaries in New Zealand. Traditionally, subsidiaries in New Zealand have predominantly been established to service the local market which although comparatively small is remote from major sources of foreign investment. The study finds that many subsidiaries have some form of international role and that subsidiaries frequently perform a variety of roles for their organisations. Investigation of subsidiary characteristics associated with an international role finds that those managed independently, and those managed by a network of reporting channels have most propensity and potential to engage in international roles. This evidence justifies greater recognition that subsidiary operations may make multiple contributions to their organisation rather than have a single purpose.
Introduction
It is now frequently claimed that the overseas subsidiaries of multinational enterprises (MNEs) are best understood as operating within networks of control and influence rather than being contained within a tightly specified managerial hierarchy (Andersson and Forsgren, 1996; Andersson et al., 2007) . The consequence of this evolution in subsidiary management remains an area of debate. One proposition is that the growing scale of MNEs combined with an increased capacity to coordinate subsidiary operations is seeing the emergence of "performance plants" that are allocated regional or even world product mandates by their parent company (Pike, 1998; Pike et al., 2007) . Such a claim implies that subsidiary operations remain potentially important units of analysis according to the roles that they are allocated. In contrast, an alternative proposition argues that subsidiaries are ceasing to be significant entities in their own right and in this sense they have become something of an "endangered species" -according to this view, subsidiary operations have been dissected into individual value-adding functions (such as logistics, sales, manufacturing, research and development) each of which has its own reporting lines and operational ties (Birkinshaw and Pedersen, 2010) . With the dilution of responsibility held by national country managers in favour of managing international operations through global business units, the operational coherence of subsidiaries has diminished. Rather than individual sites gaining broad responsibilities, the organisational capacity of MNEs is encouraging them to pursue corporate strategies by combining the resources of multiple locations.
Against these expectations of significant change in the management of subsidiary operations, this paper investigates the international roles performed by a large sample of (429) foreign-owned subsidiaries located in New Zealand and whether these roles can be related to subsidiary characteristics. The subsidiaries of foreign-owned companies in New Zealand have typically been thought to act mainly as marketing outposts to distribute goods and services developed elsewhere (KPMG, 1995; Scott-Kennel, 2001 ). This limited mandate may have contributed to a view that New Zealand's subsidiaries are comparatively simple operations existing with truncated responsibilities. For example, with the possible addition of some final processing and market customisation New Zealand based subsidiaries operate typically with few ties other than those to their parent company (ScottKennel, 2007) . The main purpose of the present investigation is to determine whether this assessment has been superseded with subsidiaries now performing more diverse roles for their parent organisation. Evidence of this occurring would be significant for two reasons.
First, it would be significant confirmation of the evolution in subsidiary control where this can be shown to have affected subsidiaries that have previously been comparatively unconnected from a larger corporate endeavour. Second, where overseas ownership is associated with increasing operational freedom and development opportunity beyond a narrow responsibility for servicing the local market, there is a stronger case for supporting foreign investment than where foreignowned subsidiaries mainly service the local market. The OECD has claimed that administrative controls on foreign investment have tightened over the last decade (OECD, 2009 (OECD, , 2011 . This change affects the potential grounds on which foreign investment might be challenged by the government's Overseas Investment Office (which reviews and decides on inward FDI applications for New Zealand). The practical extent of the change is minor but it does reflect longstanding anxiety that foreign owners are focused on transferring profits overseas rather than facilitating subsidiary development for the wider benefit of the local economy (Raziq and Perry, 2012a; Rosenberg, 1998) . As well as the ability to comment on these issues the study explores whether the forms of subsidiary control and behaviour observed in New Zealand are more consistent with the possibility of selective upgrading to the status of a performance plant or the fragmentation of subsidiary power across inter connected locations.
The paper explores the development and evolution of foreign-owned subsidiaries in New Zealand by taking their international roles as determinants of their development. The internationalisation-developmental perspective taken here builds on the argument that the internationalisation process of the firms is followed by the developmental process of the firms as firms increasingly involve and commit resources to subsidiaries in overseas markets (Birkinshaw and Hood, 1997; Johanson and Vahlne, 1977) . This perspective identifies three actors as having influence over the development of overseas subsidiaries: subsidiary itself, the parent MNE, and the subsidiary local environment, (Birkinshaw and Hood, 1997) . In this view of subsidiary development, entrepreneurial initiatives taken by the overseas subsidiaries are seen to be the primary drivers of subsidiary development (Birkinshaw, 1997) .
The paper proceeds by first providing a brief summary of literature about subsidiary roles, with a special emphasis on international roles and global initiatives of subsidiaries. This is followed by a brief literature on subsidiaries in New Zealand. The design of the survey that provides the original data analysed in the paper is then discussed followed by an outline of the principal findings and their implications.
Subsidiary Roles
Generally a subsidiary may be allocated one of the three primary roles: local implementer, specialized contributor, and world mandate (Table 1) . Local implementers largely focus on the local market and have high operational autonomy to implement strategy in the host market; specialised contributors are largely interdependent business units within the MNE, having less autonomy; world mandate subsidiaries are both locally responsive and globally integrated, having both operational and strategic autonomy (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995; Jarillo and Martínez, 1990) . Subsidiaries that take on global strategies serve a number of markets and have high potential to offer country specific advantages to the MNE (Rugman and Verbeke, 1992) . Subsidiaries following a global strategy possess considerable resources, capabilities and expertise (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1986) and are largely unconstrained by parent company controls on the scope of their activity (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995; White and Poynter, 1984) . The links between international activity (e.g. exports), local economy development and the host industry productivity are well established (Kneller and Pisu, 2007) . Research evidence suggests that foreign-owned MNE subsidiaries frequently engage in international activities and may promote the international activity of the domestic firms (Blake and Pain, 2002; Wang et al., 2007) . Subsidiaries reduce their production costs through utilisation of host country factor endowments (Njong, 2008) . Foreign subsidiary international activities increase international market competitiveness in the host market which is responded by the domestic firms in the form of raising their international activity to protect their market share and earnings (Kneller and Pisu, 2007; Njong, 2008) .
It is generally expected that subsidiaries are restricted to the roles assigned to them by the parent MNEs but there are two processes that generate some independence in subsidiary activity. First, greenfield subsidiaries are more likely to be constrained to the roles established by their parent than those that have previously operated independently or as part of differently owned group (Estrin et al., 2008) . At the least, a period of time may lapse where an acquired subsidiary is integrated into the new owner's operations (Andersson and Forsgren, 1996; Harzing, 1999) . Second, subsidiaries can take on strategies (initiatives) that reflect their own independent decision making (Birkinshaw and Pedersen, 2010; White and Poynter,1984) . Initiatives can focus on either external (local or global) or the MNE's internal market or some combination of both (Birkinshaw, 1997) . Initiative taking can be viewed as a dispersed form of corporate entrepreneurship that has the possibility of augmenting distinctive subsidiary capabilities, encouraging head office openness toward future subsidiary initiatives and of strengthening the subsidiary's credibility vis-à-vis the parent organisation (Birkinshaw, 1997 (Birkinshaw, , 1999 . Global initiatives are most likely to be taken by subsidiaries with world mandates and those with distinctive resources and capabilities -as well, it has been observed that resources and capabilities developed in the local markets can be applied to meet the opportunities identified in the global markets (Birkinshaw, 1997) .
Subsidiary decision making ability is influenced by the subsidiary management structures which may be hierarchical (centralised management) or heterarchical (decentralised management) (Dicken, 2007; . This suggests that roles and the management structures through which subsidiaries are controlled are linked in that a single reporting line gives more scope to tightly maintaining the activity of a subsidiary than does a heterarchical control structure. Management structures include direct management by the parent headquarters, management by regional headquarters/offices, networks/divisional headquarters, mandated offices, and also independent management by the subsidiary itself . Subsidiaries under these structures operate under varying control levels, e.g. subsidiaries managed under regional headquarters are largely influenced (by their regional headquarters) in terms of developing their product, marketing and competitive strategies (Yeung et al., 2001) , as opposed to other subsidiaries (e.g. managed independently) which generally do not require approvals for their operational and strategic decisions from headquarters.
Subsidiaries that are managed independently are able to pursue their own strategies, enhance their roles and have more chances to further develop than less autonomous subsidiaries (Venaik et al., 2005) . Subsidiaries that are managed by networks of reporting channels are generally managed under divisional headquarters. Subsidiaries generally perform a range of activities i.e. discreet valueadded activities (e.g. development, training, manufacturing, and marketing facilities) for the MNE, and each of the subsidiary function generally reports to a separate division/unit (Forsgren et al., 1995) . Under such structures where there are multiple units supervising activities of a single subsidiary, the decision making capacity within a subsidiary (among functions) is likely to differ.
Subsidiary activity in New Zealand
Foreign subsidiaries in New Zealand have depended much more upon offshore and particularly parent company resources than upon linkages with local firms (Scott-Kennel, 2001 ). This arises from the primary motive for foreign investment in New Zealand having been to access the local market (KPMG, 1995; Scott-Kennel, 2001) . A secondary motive was to use New Zealand as an export base to access Australasian and Asian markets and as a manufacturing base to produce and sell products within and outside New Zealand but this was thought to be some-thing few subsidiaries did other than those engaged in the primary sector and involved in the export of mineral and agricultural commodities (Enderwick, 1995; KPMG, 1995; Scott-Kennel, 2001 ).
Regarding the overseas activity of subsidiaries a government survey of business operations in New Zealand estimates that more than half of all subsidiaries engage in imports, more than one-third but less than half of the subsidiaries engage in exports, less than a quarter engage in overseas production, and around one-third engage in collaboration with overseas organisations (Statistics-NZ, 2005 -2011 . The same survey shows few constraints on overseas activity, with exchange rate levels being the most likely (21% of the subsidiaries) constraint on subsidiary international activity to be cited. Against some expectations (see Harzing and Noorderhaven, 2006; Mauro, 2000) , potential constraints due to New Zealand's isolation and geographical remoteness (e.g. transportation costs) are not seen as major constraints by the majority of subsidiaries.
As for the global entrepreneurial activities of subsidiaries in New Zealand rather less empirical evidence exists, but some guidelines exist (from Statistics New Zealand data sources) on subsidiary activities including research and development and innovation. It is believed that engagement in research and development and innovation activity result in enhancement of subsidiary potential to take entrepreneurial initiatives (Birkinshaw, 1997) . Statistics New Zealand data reveal that while overall a good percentage of foreign subsidiaries in New Zealand are involved in innovation (on average around 62% of subsidiaries), it is seen at low levels when individual innovation activity is analysed (see Appendix B). As for R&D activity rather no data exists on the extent and nature of activity, but as a whole it is found that on average 15% of subsidiaries undertake R&D activity.
Conceptual Framework
The major research question guiding this study is: "What if any, is the international role of foreign-owned subsidiaries in New Zealand?" To answer this question the study includes a number of secondary questions: 4. How do subsidiary parent country of origin, types of investments, types of industry, and management structures affect subsidiary investment in international roles?
The study distinguishes two main types of international roles: exporting and entrepreneurial initiative. Exporting is conceived as simply selling the products/ services outside the host country (i.e. New Zealand) for example to regional/global markets. Entrepreneurial initiative taking is less easily defined than exporting. It can be seen as an (opportunistic) activity taken in response to a threat/opportunity seen in the focal (local, internal, global) market; an assigned activity by headquarters; or a planned activity by subsidiary -the purpose and expected outcome of all may be more than simply selling products/services. The study looks at only one type of initiative i.e. "global initiative", which is generally viewed as an entrepreneurial activity taken outside the host country.
The study includes a number of other factors that potentially influence the international roles e.g. subsidiary autonomy, parent resource support, parent MNE perceptions about New Zealand to be used for international activity, subsidiary home country, and subsidiary investment origins. The study also includes some key background concepts (e.g. motives of investment, industry type, and the management structure under which the subsidiary operates) all of which have relevance to the subsidiary international roles.
The study measures the extent of global market initiatives currently taken and/ or taken in the past. It is assumed that to take global initiative, subsidiaries require high levels of autonomy and parent resource support. Autonomy can be of two types operational and strategic, with strategic identified as policy decisions on "R&D, product developments, and marketing" and operational to processes including production, sales, distribution and human resource management . Autonomy is also needed for subsidiaries to take on export roles, and it has been found that autonomous subsidiaries have high propensity to export . As for any initiative, subsidiaries require resource support and are largely dependent on parent firm resourcesliterature suggests that subsidiaries in New Zealand largely draw on parent firm resources (Scott-Kennel, 2001) , and though subsidiaries could get funding from external and domestic sources as well, majority get resources from parent firms (Dutton et al., 1999; Williams et al., 2008) .
As for exports, the study focuses on the extent to which the subsidiaries currently serve non-New Zealand markets and the parent MNE perceptions about New Zealand as an export base. Influencing factors for driving exports include autonomy as it has been found that subsidiaries possessing high levels of autonomy actively engage in exporting of products/services (McDonald et al., 2011) . Another influencing factor is subsidiary country of origin although a number of studies make contrasting claims as to whether country of origin affects the propensity to export (Fontagne and Pajot, 1997; Lipsey, 1991; O'Sullivan, 1993; Yamawaki, 2007) . Other factors include the types of investment as it has been argued that acquired firms are more likely to be exporting than other firms (Estrin et al., 2008) .
Survey Design
This study makes use of data from a survey of foreign-owned subsidiaries in New Zealand that was conducted from November 2011 to April 2012. The focus is on the survey data measuring subsidiary international activity and subsidiary characteristics that might be associated with differences in the activity undertaken. A summary of the questionnaire components drawn upon is provided in Appendix D.
The survey covered a sample of 952 wholly foreign-owned subsidiaries operating in New Zealand. The sample was obtained from Kompass New Zealand. Company Office New Zealand also maintains an official list of foreign-owned companies registered with them, but does not disclose postal addresses to public. The sampling frame therefore was mainly derived from the list provided by Kompass New Zealand supplemented by those from the Company Office list for which an internet address could be located.
The survey requested completion by the person who leads the subsidiary's foreign operations in New Zealand. In practice this included respondents with various designations including CEO, Country Manager, Managing Director, General Manager, COO, and the CFO. The survey was distributed by email and postal distribution depending on whether the Kompass database included an email address and whether the email request was responded to: respondents who did not respond to the email were sent postal surveys. The total responses received were 435 -six of the responses were partial therefore were deleted, leaving the total responses to 429; the final response rate is 45.06%, which as identified by the comparable studies of multinational subsidiaries is well above the general response rate (see Harzing, 1997) .
A number of tests are performed to check if the data is biased in terms of responses received, and the common method. Data is also checked for linearity/ normal distribution. As the data was obtained in more than one stage i.e. reminders had to be sent, a possibility of response bias may emerge, as the data may be dominated by responses, from respondents who were eager to respond, than those who were busy or reluctant. Extrapolation method is used to check for response bias (Armstrong and Overton, 1977; Pace, 1939) -mean scores of all the items (early responses vs. late responses) are compared to check for significant differences. No significant difference was found on any item, hence the data was deemed to be clear of any response bias.
As all the responses were received from a single respondent, a risk of common method bias exists. Harman single factor test is used to see if such a tendency occurs in the data exists -as per the method all the variables are loaded on to a single factor (under exploratory factor analysis) and checked that the total variance does not exceed 50% (Harman, 1967) . Results show a total variance of 14% hence clearing the data of any common method bias.
To test whether the data are normally distributed, Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests are employed (Justel et al., 1997; Shapiro and Wilk, 1965 ) -the tests showed that data is not normally distributed. Despite the growing argument that (under central limit theorem) large samples do not necessarily have to be checked for data normality (Lumley et al., 2002) , in order to avoid any false positives, non-parametric equivalents e.g. Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance (that do not assume data is normally distributed) test (instead of the traditional ANOVA) are employed (Kruskal and Wallis, 1952) .
Results and Discussion
The results and discussion section is divided into four parts. The first part looks at the profile of subsidiaries in New Zealand and includes analysis on the key background concepts i.e. the subsidiary country of origin, entry mode and motives of investment. Part two presents the subsidiary potential for international roles and includes data analysis of a number of concepts that can be considered as precursors of international roles; they include subsidiary autonomy, parent resource support for subsidiaries, and perceptions to use New Zealand as an export base. Part three looks at the subsidiary actual participation in international roles and includes analysis on subsidiary roles and subsidiary entrepreneurial initiatives. Part four looks at how based on characteristics some groups of subsidiaries may emerge.
Profile of subsidiaries in New Zealand
Slightly over half the 429 responses are from subsidiaries with headquarters domiciled in Australia (112) and the United States (111). Subsidiaries from Japan (38), United Kingdom (37) and, Germany (31) are the next most important concentrations. By region, the largest share are European (130) followed by Oceania (117), North America (115), and Asia (67). Overall it is seen that subsidiaries involve investment from all parts of the world. Acquisitions (48%) and greenfield operations (42%) account for the majority of responses. Access to the local markets is the major (current) motive for multinationals to operate in New Zealand (Table 2) .
Subsidiary potential for international roles
This section includes results summary of the influencing factors (including autonomy, parent resource support, and parent MNE perceptions about New Zealand as an export base) that drive subsidiary international roles.
Subsidiary autonomy
Subsidiaries have reasonable levels of autonomy for strategic and operational decisions (for distinctive measures see Appendix A) but tend to have more autonomy for decisions that are of operational nature than those that are of strategic nature (Table 3) . Results indicate that on average, foreign subsidiaries in New Zealand possess operational autonomy to a major extent, and strategic autonomy at moderate extent. Autonomy may be high in some areas and low on others, and may vary from subsidiary to subsidiary based upon their roles and mandates e.g. subsidiaries that are chartered to serve a local market only may be highly locally autonomous and may have high levels of operational autonomy (but low levels of strategic autonomy Jarillo and Martínez, 1990) , and subsidiaries that serve both global and local markets tend to have high levels of both operational and strategic autonomy (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995) . New Zealand where subsidiaries are primarily built (more than two-third) to seek local markets only, and are heavily influenced (93% of subsidiaries) by headquarters on long-term decisions (ScottKennel, 2001) , are likely to be highly controlled by headquarters in terms of Table 3 . Subsidiary autonomy (frequency, percentage, mean and SD).
Degree of influence Not at all (1) Minor extent (2) Moderate extent (3) Major extent (4) Complete (5)
Subsidiary autonomy (n = 429 activity, and so subsidiaries may possess high levels of operational autonomy while their strategic autonomy is low (Raziq et al., 2012 .
Parent resource support
In the five years prior to the survey, 19.8% (85) of subsidiaries sought parent resource support for global market initiatives of which 0.9% (4) were refused resource support, 10.3% (44) received partial resource support and only 8.4% (36) received full resource support. This indicates that while resource seeking from parents is low when requested some support is usually forthcoming.
New Zealand as an export base
Opportunities to use New Zealand as an export base are recognized to a "minor" or "moderate" by almost half the respondents (47.1%). Analysis by industry (Primary Industries (N ¼ 5; µ ¼ 2:8); Manufacturing (N ¼ 187; µ ¼ 2:84); Services (N ¼ 237; µ ¼ 2:43)) show that while opportunities to use New Zealand as an export base are recognized at almost the same extent (i.e. minor to moderate) among subsidiaries, significant differences (using Kruskal-Wallis test) are seen only between manufacturing sector and services sector industries (H ¼ 5:492; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:019). This shows that manufacturing sector industries are more likely to be exporting than service sector industries -this finding seems consistent with the general tendency for services sector subsidiaries to be less likely to export. Examining the link between subsidiaries potential to take on export activity and their management hierarchies/heterarchies e.g. (parent control (N ¼ 44; µ ¼ 2:41); RHQ/offices (N ¼ 226; µ ¼ 2:48); mandated offices (N ¼ 18; µ ¼ 2:22); network/DHQ control (N ¼ 15; µ ¼ 2:93); independent control (N ¼ 126; µ ¼ 2:94)) reveal the same extent (i.e. minor to moderate) of export opportunity. Significant differences however have been found among subsidiariessubsidiaries managed independently are more likely to use New Zealand as an export base than subsidiaries managed by parent headquarters (H ¼ 4:167; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:041), and subsidiaries managed by RHQs/offices (H ¼ 7:488; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:006). A logical explanation of this can be that subsidiaries that are managed independently are more open in pursuing their perceived opportunities, and are less constrained than subsidiaries that are put under different hierarchies.
Subsidiary participation in international roles

Markets served
A third (32.6%) of subsidiaries are engaged solely in serving the local market and over half (54.5%) are predominantly engaged in serving the local market while a small number (3%) have no involvement with the local market. The profile is almost revered with respect to serving international markets: close to a third (30.5%) do not serve international markets at all -approximately 20% of the subsidiaries actively serve non-New Zealand markets while 18% take the international activity at moderate extents. Among the 20% that actively serve the international markets (slightly more than two thirds) also actively serve the local New Zealand markets. This suggests that slightly less than 15% of subsidiaries have broader roles in New Zealand, and may be considered as "active" subsidiaries (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995; Jarillo and Martínez, 1990 ).
An analysis of whether there are subsidiaries that serve local markets only or serve international markets only, indicates that there are eighty subsidiaries (18.6%) that primarily serve the local market and do not serve any other markets, where as there are only seven subsidiaries (1.6%) that primarily serve international markets and do not serve New Zealand local market (1.6%). This shows that 80% of subsidiaries in New Zealand undertake more than one role -this indicates that roles of majority of subsidiaries in New Zealand are difficult to identify, if the expected/resultant role is only one role. These findings support the argument that subsidiary role is a complex phenomenon and subsidiaries do not necessarily have to have one role at a time, but can take multiple roles at any one time (Cavanagh and Freeman, 2012; Enright and Subramanian, 2007; Rugman et al., 2011) .
The characteristics of subsidiaries that primarily serve the local market, primarily serve the international markets only, and predominantly serve the international markets are further explored (Table 4) . Results show that more than half of subsidiaries that serve the local markets only are acquisitions and have fewer than 50 employees, majority owned by Australian based MNEs, managed by regional headquarters (with 26 based in Australia), and majority are services sector subsidiaries. Characteristics of subsidiaries that serve the international markets only show that majority of subsidiaries belong to manufacturing sector, are acquisitions and are managed independently. Characteristics of subsidiaries that predominantly serve the international markets show that majority of subsidiaries are manufacturing sector subsidiaries and have more than 50 employees.
Analysis by industry shows that subsidiaries belonging to the primary industry serve international markets at major extent (µ ¼ 3:8), and manufacturing (µ ¼ 2:43) and services (µ ¼ 2:11), at minor to moderate extents. Significant differences (using Kruskal-Wallis test) are seen among the subsidiaries -primary industry subsidiaries serve international markets more than both the manufacturing industry subsidiaries (H ¼ 5:640; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:018), and services industry subsidiaries (H ¼ 8:009; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:005). Manufacturing industry subsidiaries serve international markets more than the services industry subsidiaries (H ¼ 6:665; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:01). 
Subsidiary initiative
Almost half (47.8%) of the subsidiaries have been involved in some form of global initiative in the five years prior to the survey -thought only 11% are actively involved in such initiatives. A major requirement for global market initiatives is high level of subsidiary strategic autonomy (Birkinshaw, 1997) . While results (see Table 4 ) have shown that a good number of subsidiaries possess some form of strategic autonomy, the low number of subsidiaries that are actively involved in global initiatives indicate that subsidiaries may not have adequate strategic autonomy to undertake a global strategy. As serving the local New Zealand market is seen as the primary focus among subsidiaries, subsidiaries are likely to take a locally responsive strategy than a globally integrated strategy. The moderate to major levels of strategic autonomy (as indicted in this study, and as a characteristic of subsidiaries taking locally responsive strategy) is likely to be for serving the local markets only than for the global markets.
Subsidiary international role by country of origin and entry mode
There are six countries represented in the sample with 15 or more subsidiaries: Australia, United States, Germany, Japan, United Kingdom, and Switzerland. Using the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test among the six countries:
07) a significant difference is found between two subsidiary groups. Subsidiaries belonging to UK have a higher international role (H ¼ 4:058; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:044) than subsidiaries belonging to Australia. Findings support the (one of the two opposing) claims about the subsidiary home country as factors influencing export capacities of subsidiaries -results find some support for the claim. Further analysis shows that both the country groups have an equal share of subsidiaries as per industry sectors (manufacturing versus services), have almost similar distributions of subsidiaries as per management structures, subsidiary age and subsidiary size -this shows that there may be some (external) country level characteristics that are influencing the international role, however such claims in this study are difficult to make. The two country groups slightly differ in motives. Both the number of subsidiaries and their mean scores (among UK based subsidiaries) are larger on seeking motives (resources, R&D, technology) than Australian based subsidiaries which primarily have exploiting motives e.g. selling products -no significant differences among motives however are found. This may partly explain that a slight variation in motives may reflect the significant differences in international roles among the two country groups.
Results using the same test show no significant differences in international roles among subsidiaries based upon their investment origins (Greenfield (N ¼ 174; µ ¼ 2:34); Acquisitions (N ¼ 202; µ ¼ 2:2)). The findings goes inconsistent with the existing claim that suggests that acquired subsidiaries are more likely to export than others (see Estrin et al., 2008) .
Subsidiary autonomy and global initiative by industry and management structures
Subsidiary level of autonomy and global initiatives are analysed as per industry and management structures. In order to check for statistically significant differences among groups, Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test is employed. As for subsidiary global initiative, some statistically significant differences among industry groups (Primary Industries (µ ¼ 2:4); Manufacturing (µ ¼ 2:01); Services (µ ¼ 1:73)) are found. Subsidiaries belonging to manufacturing industry sector (H ¼ 6:066; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:014) show a higher incidence of global market initiative than subsidiaries belonging to service industry sector.
As per industry sectors, analysis of strategic autonomy (Primary Industries (µ ¼ 3:2); Manufacturing (µ ¼ 3:51); Services (µ ¼ 3:44)) and operational autonomy (Primary Industries (µ ¼ 3:4); Manufacturing (µ ¼ 3:83); Services (µ ¼ 3:69)) shows no significant differences, indicating that subsidiaries (as per industry) do not differ in terms of autonomy..
As per management structures (parent control (µ ¼ 1:57); RHQ/offices (µ ¼ 1:72); mandated offices (µ ¼ 1:72); network/DHQ control (µ ¼ 2:2); independent control (µ ¼ 2:18)), results show some significant differences. Subsidiaries managed by network/DHQs show a higher (H ¼ 5:934; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:015) incidence of global market initiative than subsidiaries managed by parent headquarters, and subsidiaries managed by RHQs/offices (H ¼ 4:723; df ¼ 1; p ¼ 0:03). Subsidiaries managed independently show a higher incidence of global market initiatives than subsidiaries managed directly by parent companies (H 
Subsidiary groups
The section reports a Two-step cluster analysis to examine whether subsidiaries can be classified according to their international roles (Table 5) . Two groups of subsidiaries emerge with one having significantly higher scores than the other for all the variables studied including exports, strategic and operational autonomy, global initiative, global initiative resource support received and perceptions to use New Zealand as an export base. The results show that cluster 2 (36.8% of subsidiaries) have higher mean scores than cluster 1. An analysis of variance is conducted (using Kruskal-Wallis test) to check for the significant differences among the mean scores of groups to show how cluster membership are drivenboth the clusters are significantly different with subsidiaries in cluster 2 more active in exports and global initiatives, more autonomous, and receive more parent resource support than the subsidiaries in cluster 1. The classification show that there are two types of subsidiaries in New Zealand with one having more opportunities to develop international role than the other. The two subsidiary groups can be classified as Constrained Subsidiaries (cluster 1), and Unconstrained Subsidiaries (cluster 2).
Subsidiary groups are further analysed by industry, country of origin, entry mode and reporting channels (see Appendix C). It is found that the majority (76%) of the Constrained subsidiaries are managed by parent headquarters, regional headquarters/offices and mandated offices. This shows that majority of subsidiaries that are managed by parent headquarters, regional headquarters and branches have a lower export role, are less autonomous, and less entrepreneurial in global markets compared to other subsidiaries. Further analysis on Constrained subsidiaries show that majority (parent control: 72%; RHQ control: 99%; mandated office control: 93%) of these subsidiaries are headquartered in the Asia Pacific region with majority (67%) based in Australia.
This shows that subsidiaries that have controlling offices in the region have relatively lesser propensity to take on international roles than others. It can be argued that controlling offices in the region either take, or allocate international roles to other locations of strategic importance while maintaining close control over subsidiary activity. It may also be argued that the existence of an office in the region with controlling mandates is associated with having multiple subsidiaries in the region and organisations have no need for intra-regional trade as they have operations in other locations or they select other places as their export base or both.
Overall the study results show that New Zealand subsidiaries are slightly different from subsidiaries of other developed countries in terms of knowledge seeking and dominant export oriented strategy of Greek subsidiaries (Manolopoulos, 2010 ) from Scotland and Ireland that mainly have specialised manufacturing roles (Delany, 1998; Tavares, 2002; Young et al., 2003) , and from subsidiaries in overall United Kingdom that due to their global entrepreneurial orientation are being known as entrepreneurial subsidiaries (Boojihawon et al., 2007; Dutton et al., 1999) . Subsidiaries in general are understood as having the tendency to evolve from as low as branch plants (Firn, 1975) , to developmental subsidiaries (Young et al., 1994) , and to the entrepreneurial subsidiaries (Dimitratos et al., 2009a,b) . While New Zealand is a remote country and unlike other small developed countries does not enjoy proximity to other developed markets (including Europe and North America); it does however have proximity to other markets in the Asia Pacific region where subsidiaries can actively pursue entrepreneurial opportunities.
Conclusions
This exploratory study has five main conclusions. First, two types of subsidiaries are identified in New Zealand based upon their international engagement: Constrained and Unconstrained subsidiaries. These categories are unique to this study but contain aspects of subsidiary behaviour observed in other studies. For example, the Unconstrained subsidiary fits with the observation that subsidiaries with high levels of strategic autonomy are more likely to a have a global mandate than those with little autonomy. (Birkinshaw and Morrison, 1995) , and a higher incidence of initiative taking along with higher levels of parent MNE resource support than the other subsidiaries. (Birkinshaw, 1999) . Results have shown that subsidiaries managed by offices in the region in which subsidiaries operate have less potential and participation in international roles than subsidiaries managed independently, and managed by network/Divisional headquarters.
Second, a partial support to (one of the two contrasting claims) that whether the trade propensity of subsidiaries is related to the investor country of origin or not is found (see Fontagne and Pajot, 1997; Lipsey, 1991; O'Sullivan, 1993; Yamawaki, 2007) . Findings (e.g. UK versus Australian subsidiaries in the study) suggest a relation exists -this is seen mainly as a reflection of different motives of investments that may be common among MNEs within in a particular country and/ or different among a number of countries. It is asserted that MNEs of different countries of origin tend to see benefits in the host country that may be unique to their country e.g. New Zealand benefits may be unique to UK, but not to Australia (due to the geographical location that the two countries i.e. Australia and New Zealand, share). No differences among subsidiaries based upon their investment origins/entry mode however found. It is therefore concluded that international activities including serving international markets, exports, etc. are not related to subsidiary investments origins.
Third, subsidiaries affiliated to the primary sector are more likely to develop international roles than are subsidiaries affiliated to other sectors. New Zealand is a predominantly land-based economy with a high dependence on agriculture, fishing and forestry as sources of overseas income with many of the country's largest enterprises linked to these parts of the economy. Previous studies have established that subsidiaries operating in a dynamic environment are more likely to develop broad roles than are those in stable activities (Verbeke et al., 2007) . On the basis that the primary sector is the most dynamic component of the New Zealand economy, the study's finding is consistent with this broader argument. Manufacturing industry subsidiaries are more likely to export, serve international markets, and be globally entrepreneurial than subsidiaries that belong to the services industry. This finding has implications for manufacturing subsidiaries in New Zealand -subsidiaries that take on internal market initiatives seek (from parent MNE) for development (e.g. R&D, manufacturing) facilities to be moved to their operations. Such facilities provide opportunities for subsidiaries to increase their value-added contributory role, develop and form centers of excellence (Birkinshaw, 1996; Birkinshaw et al., 1998) .
Fourth, the management structure under which the subsidiary operates is an indicator of the roles performed by a subsidiary. This study found that subsidiaries that are managed independently tend to be more likely to export and undertake initiatives with global application than are subsidiaries managed by the parent headquarters or by a regional headquarters. Similarly, subsidiaries managed independently tend to have higher strategic and operational autonomy than subsidiaries under any of the other forms of management structure identified in the study. Participation in initiatives with global application is found to increase where the subsidiary is managed by a network of relationships or by a divisional headquarters than where the subsidiary is managed by the parent headquarters or by a regional headquarters. These findings indicate the importance of giving greater attention to the management structure through which a subsidiary is controlled than has tended to be given previously.
Fifth, findings indicate that the overall roles of a subsidiary are a complex phenomenon and may not be accurately determined with the assumption that subsidiaries play only one role at a time -this conclusion supports the theoretical claim that existing subsidiary role typologies are overly simplistic and generic in their assumptions (Enright and Subramanian, 2007) . More than three quarters of subsidiaries in New Zealand take on a number of different roles (at varying extents) at one time, and while serving the local market is dominated as the primary role, this may not reflect a number of other roles (as so the overall role) that subsidiaries take or may take in future.
Finally, the overall importance of this exploratory study is the discovery that a wide variety of foreign-owned subsidiaries in New Zealand take on some form of international role. This contrasts with a tendency to assume that because subsidiaries in New Zealand are established principally to serve the local market this precludes them taking on broader responsibilities for the parent organisation. This happens because subsidiaries even when serving the local market have a tendency to acquire specialised resources and distinctive capabilities that help them further the role of their subsidiary. To be clear the international role that is developed may still account for a small share of the subsidiary's total activity but it does mean an additional growth path is opened up for the subsidiary. Awareness of this potential has significant implications for New Zealand policy makers concerned with the control or promotion of inward foreign direct investment. It suggests that the benefits of foreign investment may be underestimated by the lack of recognition of the way that a local market focus does not preclude subsidiaries developing international roles. This has potential to considerably increase the case for encouraging foreign investment. A first step toward achieving this is to gather further insight into the developing international roles of foreign-owned companies and to provide information on exemplar internalised subsidiaries as a way of demonstrating the feasibility of allocating international roles to subsidiaries in New Zealand.
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